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Washington, D. C. 20231 

Sir: 

In response to the Official Action dated August 2, 2002, the following remarks are 
submitted. 

The aforementioned Official Action indicates that the claims in this application are 
directed to two different inventions. As identified in the Official Action, the two 
inventions are as follows. 

Group I invention recited in Claims 1 , 7 and 8 directed to a 

hollow shock absorber. 

Group II invention set forth in Claims 2-6 directed to a 
vehicle bumper. 
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Based on the observation that the two inventions are distinct from one another, a 
restriction requirement has been imposed requiring an election of one of the two 
inventions. 

Applicants hereby elect, with traverse, the Group II invention recited in Claims 2-6. 
The Official Action also indicates that the claims in this application are directed to 
four different species. As identified in the Official Action, the four species are as follows. 
Species A illustrated in Figs. 1-4. 
Species B shown in Fig. 5. 
Species C depicted in Fig. 6. 
Species D illustrated in Fig. 7. 
Based on the observation that the four species are patentably distinct from one 
another, an election of species requirement has been imposed requiring an election of one 
of the four species. 

In response to the election of species requirement, applicants hereby elect, with 
traverse, Species A illustrated in Figs. 1-4. Claims 2-6 are generic to all four species of 
the invention and are readable on the elected species shown in Figs. 1-4. 

The election of the Group I invention is made with traverse because it is believed 
that all of the claims of this application can be examined at the same time without serious 
burden. While it is recognized that the two inventions may be separately classified, it is 
believed that the search required for the elected invention set forth in Claims 2-6 would 
likely extend into those areas where the non-elected invention would be searched. In 
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addition, examining the claims directed to the non-elected invention in addition to those 
directed to the elected invention would only involve consideration of a few additional 
claims. 

In light of the foregoing, withdrawal of the restriction requirement and the election 
of species requirement, and examination of all of the claims of this application, including 
Claims 2-6 directed to the elected invention and the elected species, are respectfully 
requested. 

Should any questions arise in connection with this application, the undersigned 
kindly asks that he be contacted at the number indicated below. 



Respectfully submitted, 



Burns, Doane, Swecker & Mathis, l.l.p. 




Matthew L. Schneider 
Registration No. 32,814 



P. O. Box 1404 

Alexandria, Virginia 22313-1404 
Phone: (703) 836-6620 



Date: September 3, 2002 



